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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 22-48 are pending. 

2. Applicant's response filed 07/10/2007 has been received and 
considered . 

Specification 

3. The specification is objected to as failing to provide 
proper antecedent basis for the claimed subject matter. See 37 
CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: nowhere in the specification is it 
described that the check result is not used to process the first 
data or that the check result is Boolean. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and 
of the manner and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, 
concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and 
use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor 
of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 47 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description 
requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
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convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor (s) , 
at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. The specification does not describe that the 
check result is not used to process the first data nor does it 
disclose that it is used to process the first data. However, 
the mere absence of a positive recitation is not basis for 
exclusion. See MPEP 2173. 05(i). Furthermore, the specification 
makes no mention of any Boolean terms. Therefore the claims 
contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published 
under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the 
effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the 
United States only if the international application designated the United 
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States and was published under Article 21 (2) of such treaty in the English 
language. 

7. Claims 22-24, 26-28, 31-34, 36, and 39-45 are rejected" 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Peinado et al. 
(US 7051005) . 

As per claims 22, 23, 41-45, and 47 Peinado et al, 
discloses transmitting first data to a first processor from one 
of a data medium drive and a third processor (see column 2 lines 
41-56); transmitting second data to a second processor, the 
second data being based on the first data; checking the second 
data in the second processor to determine if the first data may 
be processed in the first processor (see column 3 lines 10-43); 
transmitting a positive check result to the first processor (see 
column 3 lines 31-43); and responsive to receiving the positive 
check result, processing the first data at the first processor 
(see column 3 lines 44-54). 

As per claim 24, Peinado et al. discloses the limitations 
substantially similar to those of claim 22 and further 
discloses, wherein the step of transmitting the first data 
include transmitting the first data to the first processor from 
a data medium drive, and wherein the method further comprises: 
checking in the second processor an identity of a data carrier 
in the data medium drive (see column 3 lines 31-43) . 
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As per claim 26, Peinado et al. discloses checking an 
error-free transmission in at least one of the first processor 
and the second processor (see column 2 line 66 through column 3 
line 5) . 

As per claims 27 and 28, Peinado et al. discloses the data 
is transmitted in encoded form (see column 2 line 66 through 
column 3 line 5) . 

As per claims 31, 33-34 and 36, Peinado et al. discloses 
accessing a database and allowing and storing data (see column 3 
lines 31-43) . 

As per claim 32, Peinado et al. discloses, initiating by 
the second processor a payment process as a function of the 
second data (see column 20 lines 51-60) , 

As per claims 39 and 40, Peinado et al. discloses 
determining a first check code is determined from the first 
data; and forming the second data at least in part from the 
first check code (see column 2 line 66 through column 3 line 
43) . 

As per claim 47, Peinado discloses the check result is not 
used to process the first data (see column 19 lines 12-27 where 
the request is refused the data cannot be used) . 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peinado et al. as applied to claim 22 above, 
in view of Okada (US 6704872) . 

As per claim 25, Peinado et al . discloses transmitting the 
first data to the first processor from a third processor (see 
column 2 lines 45-60 and figure 1), but fails to disclose 
including an identity of the processor with the authentication 
information. 

However, Okada teaches including such information (see 
Abstract) . 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to including the identity 
of the processor with the information of Peinado et al. 
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Motivation to do so would have been to restrict the use of 
a specific software program to a single processor (see Okada 
abstract) . 

10. Claims 29, 30 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Peinado et al. 

As per claims 29 and 30, Peinado et al. fails to disclose 
the use of wireless connections. 

However, Official Notice is taken that at the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to use wireless connections. 

Motivation to do so would have been to allow for mobility. 

As per claim 47, Peinado fails to disclose that the check 
result is Boolean. 

However, Official Notice is taken that at the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to use a Boolean for a check result. 

Motivation to do so would have been its simplicity to 
implement . 

11. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peinado et al. as applied to claim 22 above, 
in view of Gurr (US 4264960) . 

As per claim 35, Peinado et al. fails to disclose starting 
a check of the first data in the first processor; and restarting 
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the check in the first processor if the check has not been run 
through completely . 

However, Gurr et al teaches such a check (see column 16 
line 52 through column 17 line 3) . 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the checking 
system of Gurr in the Peinado et al . system. 

Motivation to do so would have been to check a message for 
errors (see Gurr column 16 line 52 through column 17 line 3) . 
12. Claims 37 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Peinado et al . as applied to claim 22 
above, in view of Coley et al. (US 5790664). 

As per claim 37, Peinado et al. fails to disclose deleting 
data if there is no license. 

However, Coley et al . teaches such a practice (see column 
14 lines 57-67) . 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to delete the content of 
Peinado et al. if there is no license. 

Motivation to do so would have been to protect the data 
from unauthorized use (see Coley et al. column 14 lines 57-67). 

As per claim 46, the modified Peinado et al. and Coley et 
al. system discloses the checking is executed at specifiable 
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time intervals (see column 8 lines 54-69 and column 9 lines 1-22 
and 42-51) . 

13. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peinado et al. as applied to claim 22 above, 
in view of Flick (US 6140939) . 

As per claim 38, Peinado et al. fails to disclose 
delivering a warning if the first data is not released. 

However, Flick teaches such a warning (see column 3 lines 
7-23) . 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the warning of 
Flick in the system of Peinado et al. 

Motivation to do so would have been to allow for updating 
of samples (see column 3 lines 7-23) . 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments filed 07/10/2007 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant argues that 
Peinado fails to disclose a method where the second processor 
transmits a check result and the remaining references fail to 
cure this deficiency. 

With respect to Applicant's argument that Peinado fails to 
disclose a method where the second processor transmits a check 
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result, the information sent from the licensing server (e.g. the 
encrypted decryption key) tells the first processor (i.e. the 
client) that is has permission to process the data using the 
information (see column 3 lines 11-43) . The refusal (as 
described in column 19 lines 12-27) to send this information is 
an indication that the check has failed and the first processor 
does not have permission to process the first data. Therefore, 
Peinado discloses a method where the second processor transmits 
a check result. Applicant's argument that the remaining 
references fail to cure this deficiency is moot in view of this 
response. 

Conclusion 

15. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of. the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated 
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from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Michael 
Pyzocha whose telephone number is (571) 272-3875. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 7:00am - 4:30pm first Fridays of the 
bi-week off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Emmanuel Moise can be 
reached on (571) 272-3865. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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